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BARRIERS TO IMPLEMENTATION OF
BUSINESS PROCESS GOVERNANCE
MECHANISMS

ARKADIUSZ JURCZUK

ABSTRACT

One of the main challenges in implementing process-oriented management is
establishing a governance mechanism in the organisation. It creates a coherent
framework for the execution, management and perception of business processes,
which is the foundation of consistent Business Process Management (BPM). Process
governance (PG) refers to an organisation’s ability to manage its relationships with all
process stakeholders and support the value chain for its customers. Its implementation
involves establishing process regulation mechanisms and stakeholder-oriented criteria
to support prioritisation, cascading, and change management within BPM initiatives.
A review of the domain literature reveals that while process governance has been
discussed from several but separated perspectives (strategy, business roles,
performance, and maturity), only a few studies identify and synthesise the barriers to
its implementation in organisations. The paper mainly aims to identify and classify the
key barriers to the implementation of process governance. The author’s approach
refers to the six core elements of Business Process Management capability and process
governance frameworks. Research results confirm that most process governance
barriers polarise around the competence gaps of the process stakeholders and the
immaturity of the process-oriented culture of companies. Another significant group of
constraints to process governance arises from the existing organisation’s structure.
They are mainly related to the proper division of responsibilities and a weak position
or the lack of BPM centres of excellence. The research contributes to the literature on
management by identifying potential barriers to business process governance that
constrain BPM initiatives. The identified PG challenges can provide a basis for
developing a theoretical framework for Business Process Management and models for
BPM success factors.
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predicted that the value of the global BPM market

Business Process Management (BPM) is becom-
ing one of the leading approaches to governing con-
temporary organisations. It is confirmed by the market
value of IT services and solutions in this area. It is

may increase by about 10 % by 2025, reaching USD
14-15 billion (Markets and Markets, 2020). Further-
more, more than 70 % of enterprises (Harmon
& Garcia, 2020) have seen a significant increase in the
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BPM interest over the past two years. This is due to the
growing need to respond more quickly to the chang-
ing market and customer expectations. It is also linked
to the increasing effort to automate and robotise pro-
cesses, as well as the perception of the business process
itself as a service.

Although there are differences in specific BPM
definitions (Jurczuk, 2019), it is generally considered
a process-oriented management philosophy that uses
modern IT systems and technologies to help manage
the entire lifecycle of business processes (Elzinga et al.,
1995). Due to the holistic approach, it addresses the
area and challenges of organisational management
related to both the business itself and the technologies
driving its growth. The most frequently highlighted
tangible effects of BPM implementation include cost
reduction and improved quality of customer service,
translating into improved competitiveness of the
organisation (Harmon & Garcia, 2020). However,
achieving specific benefits from implementing BPM is
associated with the need to establish a formalised
governance framework. They are aimed at developing
situationally relevant organisations’ structures, estab-
lishing a system of measures and monitoring processes
and introducing an explicit division of roles and
responsibilities for the functioning of processes in the
organisation. Their establishment may lead to a tangi-
ble improvement in communication effectiveness and
consistency of decision-making in the organisation
(Markus & Jacobson, 2015).

Despite the well-established and mature nature of
the BPM methodology (Huy et al., 2010), the success
rate of BPM initiatives is relatively low and often stays
below 50 % (Igbal et al., 2015; Thennakoon et al.,
2018, Funke & Syed, 2019). With that said, the success
rate for large BPM projects (Syed et al., 2018) and
those requiring collaboration between different func-
tional units of the organisation is significantly lower
(Spanyi, 2010). This may be due to an overlooked role
of individual factors constituting BPM (Malinova et
al., 2014). These include top management support,
strategy alignment, methodology, clear responsibili-
ties, culture, measurement and monitoring, and IT
alignment (Trkman, 2010; do Amaral Castro et al.,
2020). From the perspective of establishing and oper-
ating organisational governance mechanisms, this
may be related to the lack of a comprehensive process
governance (PG) approach (de Boer, 2015; Bandara et
al., 2019). This factor is recognised as a key determi-
nant of the success of BPM projects and initiatives
(Kirchmer et al., 2015; Hernaus et al., 2016; Czarnecki,
2018). Moreover, PG also supports the management

of organisational activities, spanning different func-
tional areas (Spanyi, 2010; Hernaus et al., 2016).
According to Scheer and Klueckmann (2009), govern-
ance mechanisms play an important role in facilitating
the transition from unstructured to structured BPM.
The pillars and success determinants of process gov-
ernance are mainly roles and responsibilities, metrics,
standards and the methodology (Jeston & Nelis 2008;
Markus & Jacobson, 2015; Ensslin et al., 2017).

While the critical success factors of BPM are rela-
tively well described in the literature (Trkman, 2010;
Bai and Sarkis, 2013; do Amaral Castro et al., 2020),
the problem of process governance (PG) barriers/
constraints is not widely discussed in the literature
(Spanyi, 2010; Valenca et al., 2013; Santana et al., 2011;
Doyle & Seymour, 2020). A literature review on BPM
did not reveal many papers that comprehensively
considered barriers associated with establishing and
operating process governance. The ongoing research
in the area of process governance is mainly concerned
with frameworks (Hove et al., 2015; Markus & Jacob-
son, 2015; Doebli, 2011; Kirchmer, 2017), the func-
tioning of the process competence/excellence centre
(Jesus et al., 2015; Bitkowska, 2018; Bandara et al,,
2019), the role of the process owner (Hernaus et al.,
2016; Danilova, 2018, Hrabal et al., 2020), and digital
transformation (Fisher et al., 2020; Kerpedzhiev et al.,
2021). Despite the multifaceted nature of these stud-
ies, their authors clearly indicate the relevance of pro-
cess governance and the need for a further and more
comprehensive exploration of this issue due to the
changing and situational conditions of BPM imple-
mentation. The validity of exploring this issue is con-
firmed on the one hand by the growing interest in
simplifying the activities of enterprises and on the
other by the still relatively low success rates of BPM
undertakings.

Therefore, the aim of the article is to identify key
elements and retrospectively analyse barriers to estab-
lishing process governance in an enterprise. On the
basis of the conducted literature study, including the
results of post-implementation evaluations, the role of
individual elements was indicated, and an attempt was
made to classify the barriers to establishing PG using
the Six Core Element BPM model and the key BPM
process governance frameworks. The contribution of
this article is a structured characterisation of the bar-
riers and the development of the BPM capability
framework in the area of process governance.

The remaining part of the article is organised as
follows. The second part presents the theoretical back-
ground on process governance. The third part is
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devoted to the identification and discussion of PG
barriers based on the results of literature studies.

On this basis, a synthetic approach to their typol-
ogy is proposed. The fourth part formulates the final
conclusions and recommendations concerning the
PG implementation in an enterprise, research limita-
tions and avenues for future efforts.

1. PROCESS GOVERNANCE —
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Contemporary organisations are becoming
increasingly aware that competitiveness improvement
is possible by changing the orientation from functions
to processes. Consequently, it leads to concentrating
the organisation on process-based approaches, includ-
ing Business Process Management (Harmon & Garcia,
2020). The Association of Business Process Manage-
ment Professionals (ABPMP) defines BPM as a disci-
plined approach to identification, design, execution,
documentation, measurement, monitoring and con-
trol of business processes to achieve consistent,
focused results corresponding with the strategic
objectives of the organisation. The key role of BPM is
to coordinate the undertaken activities to maintain
the consistency of the organisation’s processes and the
situational alignment of its tools and methods
(ABPMP, 2013). This results in increased organisa-
tional performance through systematic and end-to-
end operational improvements and business agility
(Korhonen, 2007). Many researchers (Spanyi, 2010;
Markus & Jacobson, 2015; Bandara et al, 2019)
emphasise that achieving specific benefits from suc-
cessful BPM initiatives requires a formalised govern-
ance framework.

The understanding of the general concept and
role of process governance in the domain literature is
relatively consistent (Ensslin et al., 2017). The primary
PG objective is to ensure that BPM is implemented
effectively to meet the expectations of the organisation
and its stakeholders (Kirchmer, 2015). Process gov-
ernance generally refers to an organisation’s ability to
manage relationships with all process stakeholders
and value creation for their internal/external custom-
ers. It is defined as a set of guidelines and resources
that an organisation uses to facilitate collaboration
and communication when it undertakes process ini-
tiatives (Hove et al., 2015). Process governance was
similarly characterised by de Bruin (2009), pointing
out that its key elements are: establishing appropriate
and transparent responsibility, establishing rules for

making decisions, and rewards and motivation. Spa-
nyi’s definition (2010) of process governance also
directly indicates its role to provide appropriate struc-
tures, metrics, roles and responsibilities to measure,
improve and manage the performance of a company’s
end-to-end business processes. It is also emphasised
that governance mechanisms must be consistent and
established for the entire BPM activities and individual
business processes (Rosemann & Vom Brocke, 2010).

Process governance is achieved primarily thanks
to the use of acceptable, clearly understandable rules
and regulations that create a consistent framework for
the performance, management and perception of
business processes. A mechanistic or organic approach
is used to establish and implement them (Braganza
& Lambert, 2000; Markus & Jacobson, 2015). In the
first case, creating the foundations of governance is
based on formal documents containing a strategy,
business plan and descriptions of the roles and
responsibilities of process owners/leaders. All deci-
sions, agreements, and regulations are formally
recorded. On the other hand, with the organic
approach, leaders, by providing information about
decisions and changes (informal personal interac-
tions), strive to fully understand the external condi-
tions that determine the functioning of the
organisation, its goals and strategy. However, in rela-
tion to these approaches, it is worth emphasising that
they should be treated as complementary methods.
The formal approach does not guarantee capturing
and describing all aspects ensuring the desired level of
governance, while the informal approach does not
create a permanent basis for BPM (Braganza & Lam-
bert, 2000; Markus & Jacobson, 2015). Organisations
try to adapt various appropriate forms and a frame-
work of process governance and their conditions of
BPM implementation (Bhat & Fernandez, 2007; de
Boer et al., 2015; Bandara et al., 2019). However, no
one universal established approach exists to imple-
menting PG and/or there is no established structure
and scope for such a project (Doebli et al., 2011;
Valenca et al. 2013; Czarnecki, 2018; Hernaus et al,,
2019).

Based on the literature review, an attempt was
made to identify the essential elements and capabili-
ties of an organisation that constitute the establish-
ment of process governance. Table 1 presents
a proposal for a synthetic set of core elements consti-
tuting process governance together with a reference to
research results confirming their relevance. Consider-
ing the indicated dissimilarity and specificity of cer-
tain groups of PG elements (Braganza & Lambert,
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Tab. 1. Generic elements of process governance mechanisms

PROCESS GOVERNANCE REFERENCE
PG APPROACH RELATED ELEMENTS
CORE ELEMENTS (SELECTED EXAMPLES)
Methodology and Richardson, 2006
process management BPM frameworks Bhat & Fernandez, 2007
standards . .
BPM Life-Cycle DeBruin, 2009
_ Process documentation Jeston & Nellis, 2014
g Process architecture Rosemannn & Vom Brocke, 2015
1%
9] Jurczuk, 2019
[oX
E Measurement and p . Spanyi, 2010
rocess metrics
performance Doebeli et al., 2011
Measurement system
) Kohlbacher & Gruenwald, 2011
Performance linkage
Rosemannn & Vom Brocke, 2015
Roles and responsibili- Bhat & Fernandez, 2007
ties Davis &Brabander, 2007
Spanyi, 2010
Process owner
Vom Brocke et al., 2014
BPM-related roles .
von Rosing et al., 2015
Danilova, 2018
Hrabal et al., 2020
‘_g“ Cooperation bodies Bhat &Fernandez, 2007
e Davis & Brabander, 2007
a
Jeston & Nelis 2008
Process improvement and governance Vom Brocke et al., 2014
charters/teams .
von Rosing et al., 2015
BPM Centre of Excellence
(or Competence Centre or BPM Office) | Markus & Jacobson, 2015
Rahimi et al., 2016
Bitkowska, 2018
Bandara et al., 2019

2000; Spanyi, 2010; Markus & Jacobson, 2015;
Danilova, 2018), their division into two categories
representing impersonal and personal approaches to
process governance was proposed. As Markus
& Jacobson (2015) emphasised, impersonal or institu-
tional mechanisms are advisable when business pro-
cesses cross the boundaries of the organisation or its
business units. At the same time, they are rarely effec-
tive without personal governance mechanisms that
consider the need for coordination, process control
and collaboration provided by the BPM leader, pro-
cess owners and employees representing specific pro-
cess roles (Vom Brocke et al., 2014).

The group of elements of the impersonal approach
includes methodology and standards, measurement
and performance. The personal PG mechanism
includes issues related to the definition of process
roles and the appropriate division of responsibilities.
Moreover, within this element, the establishment of
process teams and the Business Process Management
Centre of Excellence (BPM CoE) were deliberately
highlighted. In the domain literature, such a centre is

also referred to as BPM Competence Centre or BPM
Office. The distinction of this PG element is due to the
establishment of the BPM CoE, which is crucial for
the division of responsibilities and the communica-
tion and decision-making process related to BPM
initiatives (Richardson, 2006; Davis & Brabander,
2007; Jeston & Nelis 2008, Bitkowska, 2018).

To verify and realign the identified process gov-
ernance core elements, they were matched with
selected models and frameworks that have been
referred to most frequently by other researchers ana-
lysing BPM issues (several citations in Google
Scholar). The Business Process Management Six Core
Elements model (Rosemann & Vom Brocke, 2010)
was taken as the generic model for the PG capabilities
of organisations. This is because it represents the
widely accepted critical success factors of BPM. These
are strategic alignment, governance, methods, infor-
mation technology, people, and culture. For each of
the elements of the model, Capabilities Areas are
defined, which refer to the capabilities of the organisa-
tion that are crucial for the success of a BPM imple-
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mentation. According to the accepted assumptions of
the BPM Six Core Elements model, the governance
factor represents activities and guidelines related to
establishing appropriate and clear accountability in
terms of roles and responsibilities for the different
levels of BPM and designing decision-making and
reward processes to guide process activities (Rose-
mann & De Bruin, 2005). The process governance
frameworks proposed by Kirchmer (2017), and Bra-
ganza & Lambert (2000) were also used to assess the
relevance of process governance core elements. They
provide guidelines related to the establishment of PG
in an organisation complementing the BPM Six Core
Elements model. They represent the integration per-
spective of strategy, business processes and account-
ability (Braganza & Lambert, 2000) and the
enterprise-specific execution of BPM (Kirchmer,
2017). The relevance analysis of the PG elements also
considered the BPM guidelines developed by Jeston
& Nelis (2014).

The core elements identified from the literature
review are reflected in the selected process govern-
ance frameworks (Table 2). Two elements, “measure-
ment and  “roles and
responsibilities”, are directly included in all models
and guidelines. BPM methodology and standards are
included in the BPM Six Core Elements model (Rose-
mannn & Vom Brocke, 2015) and the guidelines
developed by Jeston & Nelis (2014). In the analysed

and  performance”

Tab. 2. Core elements of process governance — frameworks review

studies, the element related to establishing process
teams and changes in the organisation’s structure is
implicitly indicated as the key to process governance.
It is mostly considered in the context of defining roles
and responsibilities, i.e., teamwork, distributed lead-
ership, and empowerment.

In the investigated frameworks, the element
related to the establishment of the BPM Centre of
Excellence and the associated changes in the organi-
sation’s structure is usually not isolated. This factor is
considered in the context of business roles and
responsibilities. However, the analysis of the expert
opinions and the results of the research carried out so
far justify developing the existing frameworks (Table
1) and distinguish the governance bodies as a fourth
and key element constituting the establishment of PG
in the organisation. Due to the role of the BPM Cen-
tre of Excellence in the functioning of the governance
mechanisms, it is proposed to separate this factor as
a key PG element.

BPM standards and methodologies are mainly
based on reference models. They play an important
role in end-to-end improving and managing business
processes (Spanyi, 2010). The literature indicates that
the BPM implementation success significantly
depends on understanding, adaptation and skilful
application (Jurczuk, 2019). The undertaken BPM
methodology standardisation efforts are aimed at
unifying initiatives in terms of methods, tools, meas-

PROCESS GOVERNANCE CORE ELEMENTS
2
= x = ' “n
c o 2 =] @ w
83 s 2w 2 3
s 5 > 2 = g & 8
REFERENCE MODEL/FRAMEWORK 2a 3 g z s g E ] 2
w ] s = o
H < o E =
5% 232 25 g3 g
£ 9 0w g S = <@ «
< O Tabh a & @ I
=V = W < g w Qo
o w 3 wi al 8
= ; b3 I3 o
BPM Six Core Elements model
(Rosemann & De Bruin, 2005; Rosemann and 446 F F F |
Vom Brocke, 2010)
Process guidelines (book chapter)
: 1468 F F F F
(Jeston & Nelis, 2014)
Process Governance Framework
75 | F F |
(Braganza & Lambert, 2000)
Business Process Governance
) 66 I F F I
(Kirchmer, 2017)
Description: F — fully covered, | — indirectly covered, N — non covered
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ures and indicators, process architecture and docu-
ment templates. Richardson (2006) and Santana et al.
(2011) emphasised that the use of a domain-appro-
priate and formalised methodology makes it possible
to establish consistent rules for process management
and to standardise the rules and forms of their
description. Moreover, BPM standards refer to a set
of guidelines with respect to the establishment and
management process measures, issue resolution,
reward, and remuneration structures (Rosemannn
& Vom Brocke, 2015).

Measuring the performance of business processes
is fundamental from the perspective of their manage-
ment and improvement. The fundamental role of this
activity is to determine whether a business process
meets the planned objectives (Kohlbacher & Gruen-
wald, 2011). From the PG perspective, an important
issue of process monitoring is the consistency of the
process performance assessment and the established
strategic objectives of the organisation. Whereby the
process governance mechanisms in place should
ensure access, collection of the required process
metrics and linking them to performance criteria
(Rosemannn & Vom Brocke, 2015). It is also neces-
sary to provide methodological support for the
design, alignment of process measures (and measure-
ment methods), and rules for feedback on measure-
ment outcomes (Doebeli et al., 2011). These issues are
closely linked to a consistent way of defining and
allocating responsibility for this element of process
governance (Kohlbacher & Gruenwald, 2011; Chris-
tiansson & Rentzhog, 2020).

The next PG element, i.e., roles and responsibili-
ties, represents the entire range of BPM-related roles.
While there is no agreement among researchers
regarding the nomenclature and names of process
roles themselves (ABPMP, 2013; Kettenbohrer, 2016;
Hrabal et al., 2020), it is the importance of the human
factor that is considered crucial for the successful
management of business processes in an organisation
(Kratzer et al., 2019; do Amaral Castro et al., 2020).
From the perspective of BPM success, one of the most
important process roles is undoubtedly the process
owner (Ensslin et al., 2017; Danilova, 2018; Hrabal
& Tucek, 2018). Their responsibilities include design-
ing, documenting and standardising processes.

A process owner also participates in activities
related to performance management, process
improvement and innovation. A very important issue
in the context of consistency of cross-functional
decision-making is, first of all, the necessity of formal
decision-making empowerment of the process owner

in the structure of the organisation (Bandara et al.,
2019). Furthermore, the effectiveness of process gov-
ernance mechanisms depends on its ability to manage
and lead process teams and to communicate and
manage stakeholders (Funke & Reha, 2019). These
tasks are performed within process teams and in
cooperation with the BPM Centre of Excellence (or
BPM Competence Centres or Business Processes
Office) (Santana et al., 2011; Bitkowska, 2018; Hrabal
et al., 2020).

Establishing a BPM Centre of Excellence (BPM
CoE) and process teams as a PG part within the
organisation means to formalise the roles and respon-
sibilities of business process stakeholders. According
to several researchers (Richardson, 2006; Rosemann,
2015; Hammer, 2015; Bitkowska, 2018), the BPM
CoE plays a key role in process governance. The BPM
CoE should be the main source of support for process
owners, providing guidance, knowledge transfer and
data exchange. With that said, the portfolio of its
service may vary widely (Rosemann, 2015, Jeston
& Nellis, 2014). The responsibilities of the BPM CoE
generally include leading BPM, implementing the
regulatory framework for BPM, offering project sup-
port, providing training, communication between
process stakeholders and process management (Rich-
ardson, 2006; Hammer, 2015; Bitkowska, 2018).

The challenge of establishing a BPM CoE is its
place in the structure of the organisation, which
should be aligned with the operating conditions and
the process maturity level of the enterprise (Chris-
tiansson & Rentzhog, 2020). Bitkowska (2018) con-
sidered it a centralised and separated organisational
unit. Markus and Jacobson (2015) considered it a unit
forming a separated level of the organisation’s deci-
sion-making hierarchy (a hierarchy approach). Fur-
thermore, the BPM CoE can operate through
informal and formal lateral process stakeholder rela-
tionships (a horizontal approach). It is also possible
for more than one BPM Centre of Excellence to oper-
ate within the structure of the organisation. The way
the BPM CoE functions should ensure the coordina-
tion and management of BPM initiatives in the
enterprise.

The core elements of process governance identi-
fied based on the literature review formed the basis
for the analysis and synthesis of barriers to its imple-
mentation in an organisation. Their identification
enabled some systematisation of the limitations and
obstacles to the process governance mechanisms in
an organisation and thus to the implementation of
successful BPM initiatives.
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2. METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH
PROCESS

The identified core elements were the basis for
defining barriers to process governance implementa-
tion in organisations. Based on the literature review
results, an attempt was made to perform a cross-sec-
tional analysis and then a synthesis of barriers to
implementing process governance mechanisms. This
task was performed using the idea of conceptual
framework analysis (CFA) process proposed by Jaba-
reen (2009). This qualitative method supports build-
ing a conceptual framework for phenomena that are
linked to multidisciplinary bodies of knowledge. It
refers to the methodology for developing a theoretical
or conceptual framework based on the analysis of dif-
ferent data sources presented by Miles and Huberman
(1994). The use of this methodology to identify PG
barriers allows the existing literature to be synthesised
without analysing primary data (Paré et al., 2015). The
overview of the research process is given in Table 3.

The first phase of this research was dedicated to
mapping and selecting the literature related to the
research area. The sources of information were publi-
cations considering Business Process Management,
Business Process Orientation (BPO), BPM critical
success factors and BPM/BPO maturity, process gov-
ernance, corporate and IT governance. In the next
phase of the research process, a review of the collected
literature resulted identifying potential barriers to the
implementation of process governance in organisa-
tions. According to the applied methodology, in the
next stage of the research process, the identified barri-
ers were reviewed and classified (phase 2). The follow-
ing step of the research (phase 3) involved the
integration and grouping of the collected data using
the PG core elements identified in the earlier step. The
research process was concluded with the synthesis of

Tab. 3. Overview of the research process

the obtained analysis results (phase 4). The results of
the study were the basis for the final conclusions and
recommendations.

The suitability of such an approach is confirmed
by work related to the identification of BPM success
factors (Gabryelczyk, 2018), a social pattern of busi-
ness process (Schoormann et al., 2019), and corporate
governance (Bawazir et al., 2021).

3. BARRIERS TO THE IMPLEMENTA-
TION OF PROCESS GOVERNANCE —
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The potential barriers to implementing the gov-
ernance process result from the cross-sectional analy-
sis of the domain literature. According to the adopted
methodology, identified barriers were verified, struc-
tured, and then mapped to the defined PG core ele-
ments. Tables 4-7 present a synthesis of the results of
the conducted research in relation to each of the core
elements.

One significant problem related to the lack of or
ineffective process governance mechanisms is the
failure to achieve the assumed goals of BPM imple-
mentation. The analysis of the identified PG barriers
shows their polarisation around the issue of percep-
tion and the use of formalised methodologies related
to the execution and integration of tasks within the
whole Business Process Management Life-Cycle
(Table 4). In this context, the passive transfer of BPM
methodologies is a significant problem to process
governance consistency. As Kelemen and Kostera
(2002) pointed out, the lack of their internalisation
may lead, under certain conditions, to the failure of
the undertaken BPM initiatives. Kerpedzhiev et al.
(2021) also pointed out that failure to consider the
context of the use of BPM methods and tools can
negatively affect the implementation of tasks derived

PHASE CFA PHASE OBJECTIVE OF THE PHASE AS PER CFA
. . L . Mapping the spectrum of multidisciplinary literature
Collecting, mapping and reading literature referring to PP . & P . P v
1 regarding the business process governance
the research area . .
Studying and categorising selected papers
2 Identification and definition of potential barriers to the Identification and understanding the background of po-
process governance implementation tential barriers of BPM implementation and governance
3 Integration of potential barriers to the process gover- Integration and grouping together potential barriers to
nance implementation implementation of process governance
. Synthesis barriers to implementation of process gover-
4 Synthesis ance P P &

Source: Elaborated by the author based on Jabareen, 2009.
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from the BPM Life Cycle. The unfamiliarity with or
incomplete understanding of BPM methodologies
and standards can result in inconsistent process gov-
ernance in planning and organising BPM initiatives
undertaken by the organisation. As noted by Bandara
et al. (2009), the lack of knowledge and correct appli-
cation of BPM methodologies and standards are
among the significant barriers to process management
success. The need for standardisation of BPM meth-
odologies is also emphasised by Scheer and Klueck-
mann (2009) in the context of coordinating the work
of individual process teams in an organisation. The
lack of standards means that content can be inter-
preted differently, leading to decisions based on incor-
rect data. Considering the specificity of PG barriers in
the area of methodology and process management
standards (Table 4), their appearance may be due to
the low level of necessary knowledge and skills of
process stakeholders in this area. Deficiencies in BPM
and process governance competencies may affect the
quality of identifying customer needs, critical success
factors, defining enterprise architecture and process
architecture.

An adequate and consistent approach to docu-
menting business processes is also an important PG
barrier. The results of empirical studies indicate that,
on the one hand, their documentation and modelling
is a relatively well-known and applied practice among

companies implementing BPM (Gazova et al., 2016;
Paschek et al., 2018), while, on the other hand, incon-
sistencies of process documentation/models are
a barrier to effective process management frequently
reported by researchers (McCormack et al., 2009;
Glavan et al., 2015). The non-compliance of processes
with documentation reduces the value they create
from both internal and external customer perspec-
tives (Hashmi et al., 2018). Inconsistencies in process
documentation can significantly affect how well it is
understood and accepted by process stakeholders. As
a result, this leads to a mismatch in the way processes
are performed and degrades the effectiveness and
efficiency of their management and the communica-
tion of process participants (Jurczuk, 2019). This
problem is considered more extensively by researchers
in the context of the process culture of organisations
(Schmiedel et al., 2013; Stemberger et al., 2018).

A major challenge for the operation of PG mecha-
nisms is also the standardisation of processes and
their compliance with external regulations and stand-
ards. The dilemma between the need to formalise
processes and the need to maintain their flexibility
and ability to innovate is highlighted (Schéfermeyer et
al., 2012; Schmiedel & Vom Brocke, 2015; Wurm
& Mendling, 2020). On the one hand, a tighter gov-
ernance mechanism brings a more formalised pro-
training (Wurm

cesses documentation and

Tab. 4. Barriers to implementing process governance mechanisms — methodology and BPM standards

CORE ELEMENT

GOVERNANCE BARRIERS

REFERENCE (CHOSEN)

standards

process modelling notations)

mine the functioning of the organisation

Methodology
and BPM stan-

e non-compliance with enterprise policies and external regulatory
e insufficient or no understanding of BPM methodology (including

e inconsistent framework and methodology usage

e “unavailability” of the methodology due to limitations of the organ-
isation’s resources (human, technical, financial)

e lack of full, required compliance with external standards that deter-

e under-implementation of methodologies and standards to support
governance (i.e., P3M3, PMI PBA, BABOK, CMMI, BPMM-OMG)

e omission of strategic goals and objectives from the BPM lifecycle

dards e inconsistent, non-compliant process architecture

Kelemen & Kostera, 2002
Richardson, 2006

Bhat & Fernandez, 2007
Bandara et al., 2009
DeBruin, 2009

Ko et al., 2009
McCormack et al., 2009
Scheer & Klueckmann, 2009
Santana et al., 2011
Schafermeyer et al., 2012
Schmiedel et al., 2013

Rosemannn & Vom Brocke, 2015

no identification of key cross-departmental processes in the organ-
isation

inconsistency between the various types of process documentation
non-compliance of process documentation with the requirements of
their stakeholders, IT developers (including Robotic Process Automa-
tion, RPA)

variation in the tools, standards, and methodologies used by differ-
ent groups around similar BPM activities

inconsistency of business solutions and IT support (software, sys-
tems)

Hove et al., 2015

Glavan et al., 2015
Gazova et al., 2016
Hashmi et al., 2018
Paschek et al., 2018
Stemberger et al., 2018
Jurczuk, 2019

Wurm & Mendling, 2020
Kerpedzhiev et al., 2021
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& Mendling, 2020), while on the other hand, the for-
malisation of processes may limit their flexibility and
creativity and innovation of employees (Tregear,
2015). Kerpedzhiev et al. (2021) considered BPM
capabilities in the context of digital development and
indicated a barrier to the development of governance
mechanisms, i.e,, an underestimation of the role of
standards and guidelines for data management.

Establishing process governance mechanisms for
process performance is a multidimensional problem
and requires considering aspects related to both stra-
tegic and operational management as well as human
resources, organisational behaviour or information
systems (Franco-Santos et al., 2007; Sangwa & Sang-
wan, 2018). Process performance should be an integral
part of corporate performance evaluation. In general,
governance barriers related to measurement and per-
formance may arise from an organisation’s inability to
adapt and apply a comprehensive process manage-
ment methodology and a low level of process maturity
and culture (Van Loy & Devos, 2019; Schmiedel et al.,
2020). The analysis of identified barriers to process
governance (Table 5) showed that they revolve around
two main aspects: design and measurement and
reporting and information flows.

A key issue from the perspective of the occur-
rence of potential barriers to process governance
mechanisms is to ensure that process measurement
and monitoring is comprehensive, and that objectives
and performance indicators are consistent (Franco-
Santos et al., 2007; Eckerson, 2009; Enslin et al., 2017;
Kirchmer, 2017). This should be an integral part of
enterprise governance (Hove et al,, 2015; Dominguez
et al,, 2019). It is noted that the usability of the meas-
urement system is influenced by the quality of the
evaluation criteria of the process measures themselves
and their information potential, and the quality of the
data captured (Khosravi, 2016). As with the previous
PG core element, a significant barrier to measurement
and performance is the low level of process compe-
tence of employees and an organisation’s process cul-
ture that is not aligned with the circumstances
(Schmiedel et al., 2013; Jurczuk, 2019). The lack of
a well-developed process culture of an organisation
may affect the attitudes of process stakeholders in
identifying and responding to problems in processes
and the reliability of information and data supporting
process governance. A derivative of competence gaps
and data quality may be the misinterpretation of met-
rics as well as measurement outputs. This may lead to
unjustified adjustment activities resulting in unneces-
sary changes in the way processes are performed.

Moreover, their adjustment mechanism based on
inconsistent metrics and unreliable and incomplete
information may lead to discrepancies in the way
processes are performed and organised. This is usually
associated with a lack of critical analysis of the docu-
mentation in force in the enterprise prior to the
introduction of changes to processes, which are
assumed to lead to a reduction in their time and cost
(Kohlbacher & Gruenwald, 2011; Enslin et al., 2017).
As a result, it may cause deregulation of processes and
their implementation according to the own prefer-
ences of their performers and not according to the
established rules.

PG barriers related to measurement and perfor-
mance may also result from information overload and
insufficient support of IT tools in the design and use of
the process monitoring system, including visualisa-
tion of process performance evaluation results
(Valenca et al., 2013; Rahimi et al., 2016; Dominguez
et al,, 2019). The consequence of such a state is the
inconsistency of information that forms the basis of
managerial decisions related to the current and future
way of process execution and, consequently, the func-
tioning of the organisation (Jurczuk, 2019). This con-
stitutes a critical barrier to the proper functioning of
governance process mechanisms.

Roles and responsibilities, according to many
researchers (Spanyi, 2010; Doebeli et al., 2011; Ham-
mer, 2015; Rosemann & Vom Brocke, 2010), are a key
element in activating process governance mechanisms
in an organisation. As Hammer (2015) emphasised,
the sustainable institutionalisation of BPM requires an
appropriate division of responsibilities that ensure
a holistic view of the relationships and impacts of
business processes. Furthermore, it is important to
ensure that the introduced division of roles and
responsibilities does not turn into a new generation of
horizontal silos (Hammer, 2015).

A review of ongoing research in this area has
shown that the main constraints to the PG function-
ing include the lack of a process owner (Kohlbacher
& Gruenwald, 2011; Danilova, 2018; Hrabal & Tucek,
2018) and the deficiency of or inadequately shared
responsibility (Spanyi, 2010; Hammer, 2015; Rose-
mann & Vom Brocke, 2010). Discussions of the barri-
ers to the functioning of process governance in
relation to the key role of the process owner in BPM
emphasise that these arise from the lack of real deci-
sion-making authority (Vom Brocke et al., 2014;
Danilova, 2018; Hrabal & Tuéek, 2018).

The effectiveness of PG mechanisms also depends
on the place of the process owner in the hierarchy of
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Tab. 5. Barriers to implementing process governance mechanisms — measurement and performance

CORE ELEMENT

GOVERNANCE BARRIERS

REFERENCE (CHOSEN)

Measurement .
and performance | e

not recognizing the requirements of process stakeholders

poor or lack of linkage between BPM goals and the goals of business
units/company

undefined or ambiguous overarching organisational goals and corre-
sponding Key Performance Indicators (KPls)

lack of vertical and horizontal integrity of process measurement system
lack of clear, effective rules and mechanisms to identify areas, processe!
requiring improvement (risks, weaknesses)

lack of information on the monitoring of a strategy, business drivers
non-systematic measurement activities

lack of feeding back mechanism into BPM planning stages
misunderstanding of process evaluation results non-appropriate busi-
ness processes performance review mechanisms

ineffective or lack of reporting, process knowledge management system,

including acquisition, interpretation and enforcement of audit informa-
tion

misinformation on process monitoring provided by stakeholders

lack of information on how objectives/business drivers are achieved
non-sufficient IT support

information overload

lack of precise rules for filtering and information flow

non effective reward system

Franco-Santos et al., 2007
Eckerson, 2009
Schmiedel et al., 2014
Hove et al., 2015

Hernaus et al., 2016
Rahimi et al., 2016

van der Aalst et al., 2016
Sangwa & Sangwan, 2018

S
S

Dominguez et al., 2019
Van Loy & Devos, 2019
Schmiedel et al., 2020

Tab. 6. Barriers to implementing process governance mechanisms — roles and responsibilities

CORE ELEMENT

GOVERNANCE BARRIERS

REFERENCE (CHOSEN)

Roles
and responsibilities

undefined or inadequate division of tasks, responsibilities, and the
decision-making hierarchy in relation to the organisational structure
and process architecture (all its levels)

lack of empowerment

weak position or no appointment of process owners

failure to define the scope of responsibilities and authority of pro-
cess owners

lack of exchange of information regarding the reallocation of re-
sources, redefinition of process roles, and responsibilities of process
performers

failure to establish structures and principles for cross-departmental
(functional) leadership and process coordination, including responsi-
bility for improving and managing the organisation’s key processes
lack of rules and best practices for communicating the organisation’s
strategy and business objectives

Rosemann & de Bruin, 2005
Spanyi, 2010

Doebeli et al., 2011
Kohlbacher & Gruenwald, 2011
Valenca et al., 2013
Nurdiani et al., 2014
Hamer, 2015

Reijers et al., 2015

Hernaus et al., 2016

Syed et al., 2016

Kirchmer, 2017

Hrabal & Tucek, 2018
Danilova, 2018

Klun & Trkman, 2018
Bruccoleri et al., 2019
Kratzer et al., 2019

the organisation (Markus & Jacobson, 2015; Hrabal et
al., 2020) and their leadership experience (Kohlbacher
& Gruenwald, 2011; Danilova 2018). The effectiveness
of PG mechanisms may be affected by the issue of
centralising or decentralising responsibilities of pro-
cess ownership roles (Hrabal et al., 2020).

To avoid the basic barrier of process governance,
which is the conflict of decision-making powers, it is
recommended to create a new position in the organi-
sational structure for the process owner independent
of vertical divisions of responsibility (Markus

& Jacobson, 2015, Hernaus et al., 2016). Moreover, the
functioning of PG mechanisms may be limited by
problems of resource competition or resource mis-
match.

Therefore, issues of defining responsibility should
be considered with the allocation of resources needed
for BPM projects (Nurdiani et al, 2014; Jurczuk,
2019). However, as emphasised (Hammer, 2007; Her-
naus et al., 2016), the position of the process owner
should be defined and reviewed as the process matu-
rity level of the organisation changes.
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The analysis of PG barriers related to roles and
responsibilities has also shown that their underlying
cause is the lack of an empowered process culture in
the organisation, especially in terms of employee atti-
tudes and behaviours, leadership or communication,
and teamwork ability (Santos & Alves, 2015; Schmie-
del & Vom Brocke, 2015). Potential constraints may
result from the difficulty of performers to adapt to
process-oriented work styles and principles, siloed
employee mentality leading to the limited focus on
cross-functional processes, lack of focus on systematic
improvement and innovation, and lack of BPM com-
munication strategies (Rosemann & de Bruin, 2005;
Klun & Trkman, 2018). The process governance
mechanisms are also adversely affected by the inability
to work and make decisions collectively (Spanyi, 2003;
Alibabaei et al., 2009). This problem is explored in the
context of the “Abilene Paradox” (Bruccoleri et al.,
2019). The occurring constraints in sharing and exe-
cuting responsibilities are also linked to the lack of
appropriate skills in methodologies supporting BPM
implementation (Hove et al.,, 2015; Jurczuk, 2019).
The lack of adequate methodological support may
negatively affect the consistency of proceedings,
knowledge transfer, consistency of documentation,
and, thus, the behaviour and attitudes of process
stakeholders and, as a result, process governance
mechanisms.

Another barrier to the implementation of PG
mechanisms is related to leadership problems. On the
one hand, its quality reflects the willingness of the
BPM leader to lead and take real responsibility for
business processes and, on the other hand, the extent
to which the necessary leadership skills are applied in
business practice (Syed et al., 2016; Wipulanusat et al.,
2017; Bruccoleri et al,, 2019). Occurring barriers to
this underlying background are usually related to the
lack of or insufficient support of BPM initiatives
undertaken by the company’s governing body. It can
also be linked to the lack of a multilevel communica-
tion system to ensure the consistency of the informa-
tion needs network and the integrity of information
sources (zur Muehlen & Ho, 2006; Jurczuk, 2019). As
Funke & Reha (2019) and Kratzer et al. (2019) high-
lighted, a barrier to BPM implementation may be the
lack of a people-oriented leadership style. Leadership
issues also arise in the context of knowledge transfer
and discrepancies in requirements and behaviours in
subordinate-supervisor relationships (Syed et al,
2016; Kirchmer et al., 2015). In the era of digital tech-
nologies and prevailing digitalisation and automation
of business processes (Kirchmer, 2017; Kratzer et al.,

2019; Kerpedzhiev et al., 2021), it is also worth paying
attention to leadership barriers in the context of
implementing technology changes in the organisa-
tion. This problem was recognised by Appelbaum et
al. (1998), pointing to the legitimacy of changing the
optics of the leader from technocratic to interpretive.
Problems with sharing and executing responsibilities
are also linked to the lack of appropriate skills in
methodologies supporting BPM implementation
(Hove et al., 2015; Jurczuk, 2019). The lack of adequate
methodological support may negatively affect the
consistency of proceedings, knowledge transfer, con-
sistency of documentation, and, thus, the behaviour
and attitudes of process stakeholders and, as a result,
process governance mechanisms.

An important constraint for process governance
mechanisms is the non-existent or inappropriately
functioning BPM bodies, including the Centre of
Excellence and process teams. In conjunction with the
formally separated process roles (process owner, BPM
manager), these constitute the basis for establishing
governance bodies in the organisation (Jesus et al.,
2018; Van Looy & Devos, 2019). The identified barri-
ers related to this core element are included in Table 7.

As Rosemann (2010) points out, organisations
usually establish BPM Centres of Excellence only as
their process maturity increases. This is a consequence
of the process-driven development of the organisation
(Hammer, 2015). Failure to establish a BPM CoE may
be due to unwillingness to break the existing structure
of authority’s influence, fear of loss of power of indi-
vidual functional units resulting from the implemen-
tation of a process approach to management (Jurczuk,
2019).

When analysing the barriers of process govern-
ance, it is worth noting the importance of the CoE for
the success of BPM. Indeed, the main tasks of the
Centres of Excellence include, as mentioned above,
supporting the implementation and coordination of
BPM projects, knowledge transfer and providing sup-
port in the field of BPM methodologies, technique,
tools and strategy alignment and establishing a pro-
cess-oriented culture in the organisation (Richardson,
2006; Bitkowska, 2018). The establishment of a BPM
centre is primarily intended to eliminate obstacles
associated with cross-departmental interaction, col-
laboration and, of course, communication with exter-
nal/internal process participants. This is particularly
important in the case of interdepartmental business
process initiatives, which, due to the lack of a coordi-
nating unit, often get bogged down in interdepart-
mental politics, disputes and misunderstandings
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Table 7. Barriers to implementing process governance mechanisms — cooperation bodies

CORE ELEMENT

GOVERNANCE BARRIERS

REFERENCE (CHOSEN)

Governance bodies
and cooperation

lack of BPM Centres of Excellence (or BPM Competence Cen-
tres or Business Processes Office)

position of BPM Centres in the organisation’s structure is not
adjusted to the requirements/maturity level

lack of adequate communication with managers regarding
process implementation

low integration

traditional hierarchical thinking

non-formalised structure and position of process team and
cross-departmental teams

lack of effective communication between teams/groups of
process participants

lack of a common language of communication and effective
communication between process stakeholders

failure to establish rules and a level of formalisation of relations
with external partners

failure to establish rules and a level of formalisation of relations
with internal process customers

lack of knowledge transfer - lack of understanding of the idea
and principles of process management and process orientation
at individual levels of the organisation

Spanyi, 2003
Richardson, 2006
Korhonen, 2007
Alibabaei et al., 2009
Scheer & Klueckmann, 2009
Rosemann, 2010
Santana et al., 2011
Niehaves et al., 2012
Tumbas et al., 2013
Valenca et al., 2013
Hamer, 2015

Khosravi, 2016

Syed et al., 2016
Kirchmer, 2017
Bitkowska, 2018
Czarnecki, 2018

Jesus et al., 2018
Thennakoon et al., 2018

Van Loy & Devos, 2019
Jurczuk, 2019
Harmon & Garcia, 2020

(Richardson, 2006). However, the findings of Harmon
& Garcia (2020) show that companies cite the lack of
coordination of interdepartmental process changes
and insufficient senior management support among
the main obstacles to BPM implementation. The lan-
guage of BPM experts, which is too hermetic, or the
lack of a communication system to ensure the flow of
information and to build trust and motivation, may
also be a significant limitation to the PG functioning
(Bitkowska, 2018; Van Looy & Devos, 2019). These
barriers may appear in the organisation precisely
because of the lack of governance bodies, i.e., process
owners, BPM leaders or BPM CoE. The failure of the
BPM CoE to carry out its assigned tasks in terms of
training and workshops may also be a source of pro-
cess governance problems (Korhonen, 2007; Santana
et al,, 2011; Thennakoon et al., 2018). Overlooking
proper staff preparation for changes in the way of
working and too much focus on meeting external
customer expectations may lead to competence gaps,
which may cause resistance to change or misapplica-
tion of BPM support methodologies (Table 7).

The success of BPM is also determined by process
teams (the Steering Process Committee, Process/Pro-
ject Teams) which, in addition to the BPM CoE, con-
stitute an important pillar of governance bodies. The
main challenges of their functioning include the
selection of the teams’ membership and the way they

are empowered, as well as the ability of their members
to work as a team (Santana et al., 2011; Niehaves et al.,
2012; Tumbeas et al., 2013; Czarnecki, 2018). Santana
et al. (2011) indicated that emerging barriers to BPM
governance might be due to insufficient support of
process team members by external consultants work-
ing with them. On the other hand, Czarnecki (2018)
and Niehaves et al. (2012) indicated that process teams
should also include people from outside the organisa-
tion. Moreover, researchers show that high team
turnover (Valenca et al., 2013), often resulting from
hiring staff from outsourcing companies (Santana et
al.,, 2011), also has a negative impact on the function-
ing of PG mechanisms. When designing the structure
of teams, one should also consider the possibility of
certain conflicts related to their structure. Their sub-
strates may be different attitudes of team members,
competition between them for resources, and conflicts
arising from service dependencies (Chong, 2007;
Valenca et al,, 2013; Tumbas et al., 2013; Khosravi,
2016). This is usually related to employees and manag-
ers belonging simultaneously to interdepartmental
process teams and to relevant departments in the
organisation. Emerging barriers related to the work of
process teams may also result from the geographical
dispersion of their members (Espinosa & Boh, 2009;
Thennakoon et al., 2018), poor integration, and the
lack of informal meetings (Santana et al., 2011; Tum-
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bas et al., 2013). The occurrence of PG constraints, in
this case, may be due to problems in understanding
task dependencies or cognitive coordination (Espi-
nosa & Boh, 2009).

The functioning of governance mechanisms is
also adversely affected by a lack of trust and fear of
expressing opinions and by BPM leaders being too
interventionist in decision-making or not involving
customers and suppliers in process teams. A potential
source of problems in implementing and governing
BPM initiatives may be the lack of job satisfaction
monitoring in governance bodies (Alibabaei et al,
2009; Syed et al., 2016; Jurczuk, 2019).

CONCLUSIONS

This paper reviews parts of the domain literature
on Business Process Management to identify potential
barriers of process governance mechanisms. The
analysis and synthesis of the collected research data
allow me to state that they are structured around four
areas: culture, competencies, structures, and I'T. Most
process governance obstacles polarise around the
competence gaps of the process stakeholders and the
immaturity of the process culture of the enterprise.
This is a problem resulting from both the availability
of human resources and the perception of BPM pro-
jects as secondary (Doyle & Seymour 2020). Compe-
tency and cultural barriers are mainly related to
methodological errors and attitudes and behaviours of
process stakeholders. Eliminating PG barriers from
methodologies and standards is possible by ensuring
consistency in the BPM tools, standards, and methods
used by different teams in similar BPM activities (Bhat
& Fernandez, 2007).

Another group of constraints to process govern-
ance arises from the existing structure of the organisa-
tion. They are mainly related to the fear of losing the
authority of the representatives of the functional areas
when the management bodies are constituted. An
important challenge in establishing process govern-
ance is also a coherent, sustainable division of roles
and responsibilities that prevents ad hoc actions and
the creation of new silo structures (Vom Brocke et al.,
2014; Hammer, 2015). In addition, the occurrence of
constraints in the functioning of governing bodies
may be due to the weak position of BPM centres of
excellence and/or their failure to fulfil their knowledge
transfer and communication tasks. Inconsistencies in
PG also result from the failure of governing bodies to
properly coordinate BPM initiatives at both opera-

tional and strategic levels. The PG limitations are rela-
tively rarely associated with IT. They mainly refer to
the lack of support of BPM systems in the decision-
making process. It is also indicated that the develop-
ment of technologies supporting BPM, including
process intelligence, process mining, will cause the
necessity of continuous adjustment and improvement
of process governance mechanisms preventing the
occurrence of constraints in their functioning.

The barriers to process governance mechanisms
presented in the paper may contribute to a fuller
understanding and thus to an insight into the chal-
lenges related to the BPM implementation. This is
particularly important in the light of the increasing
interest of organisations in the process approach to
management. Thanks to the comprehensive approach
to the identification of potential process governance
barriers, the presented research results may contribute
to the understanding of the reasons for failures in the
implementation of BPM initiatives in organisations.
Furthermore, the conducted synthesis of barriers to
process governance can contribute to the development
of a theoretical framework for Business Process Man-
agement.

Due to the changing circumstances of contempo-
rary organisations, the mechanisms of process gov-
ernance need to evolve, as does Business Process
Management (Kerpedzhiev et al., 2021). Social, tech-
nology-driven changes in business realities will cause
traditional governance mechanisms to become inad-
equate. The key challenge facing business leaders is,
therefore, the ability to adapt to new market require-
ments and the expectations of process stakeholders.
The complexity and multidimensionality of process
governance aspects in the context of ongoing changes
indicate the need for further research in this area. In
the context of the observed changes in the way com-
panies operate due to the ongoing pandemic situation,
an interesting issue could be the analysis of the impact
of remote working, virtualisation of teams and digital
transformation on the mechanisms and instruments
of process governance. Future research on distinct
aspects of process governance would make an
extremely valuable and comprehensive contribution
to the body of knowledge on Business Process Man-
agement.

LIMITATIONS

Due to the character of the conducted research,
the primary limitation of the presented results is the
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lack of empirical verification. Collecting the opinions
of experts and BPM leaders responsible for imple-
menting such initiatives in enterprises would allow
the validation of the indicated barriers to the func-
tioning of process governance mechanisms. The cer-
tain shortcoming of the presented synthesis is
connected with the collection of literature referring to
the research area. It would be worthwhile to apply
a more formalised approach using criterion-based
selection and rigorous critical evaluation for this pur-
pose.
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